FRIENDS  COMMITTEE  ON  NATIONAL  LEGISLATION  WASHINGTON  NEWSLETTER 


No.  438 


Telephone  (202)547-6000 


luly  1981 


PEACETIME  DRAFT— A  WARTIME  TOOL 


"When  I  use  a  word,”  Humpty  Dumpty  said, 
in  rather  a  scornful  tone,  "it  means  just  what 
I  choose  it  to  mean — neither  more  nor  less." 

"The  question  is,"  said  Alice,  "whether  you 
can  make  words  mean  so  many  different 
things." 

"The  question  is,"  said  Humpty  Dumpty, 
"which  is  to  be  master — that's  all." 

— Through  the  Looking-Glass,  Lewis  Carroll 

The  "Need"  for  Draft 
Registration 

The  redefinition  of  words  is  not  a  new 
exercise  on  Capitol  Hill.  This  year's  co¬ 
opted  word  is  "need."  We  have  learned 
already  that  poor  people — even  those  di¬ 
agnosed  as  malnourished — may  not  be 
"needy"  and  that  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense,  which  has  more  than  $24  billion  in 
unallocated  funds,  "needs"  more  money.  It 
should  not  surprise  us,  therefore,  to  learn 
that  a  "need"  has  been  identified  for  con¬ 
tinuing  draft  registration  in  peacetime  and 
even  moving  toward  a  draft  call-up. 

Before  registration  began,  the  Dept,  of 
Defense  "needed"  the  first  inductees  thirty 
days  after  mobilization.  Selective  Service 
Director  Bernard  Rostker  predicted  that  his 
system  would  deliver  inductees  on  that  sche¬ 
dule  with  or  without  registration.  Once  reg¬ 
istration  was  well  under  way,  the  Selective 
Service  System  discovered  that  it  could  de¬ 
liver  draftees  within  thirteen  days  of  mo¬ 
bilization.  The  Dept,  of  Defense  then 
announced  that  its  requirements  had 
changed;  inductees  are  now  "needed"  on  a 
1 3-day  schedule. 

This  stepped-up  schedule  gives  the  im¬ 
pression  that  the  State  Department,  the 
White  House,  or  the  Dept,  of  Defense  has 
developed  plans  for  military  intervention 
that  require  rapid  deployment  of  new  draf¬ 
tees.  It  leads  to  the  expectation  that  these 
inductees  could  be  uniformed,  trained  and 
absorbed  into  the  military  structure  on  that 
rapid  basis.  In  fact,  no  such  plans  or  analyses 
are  apparent,  nor  is  the  Army  able  to  train 
inductees  on  this  schedule.  Draftees  are 


simply  another  tool  of  war;  given  the  availa¬ 
bility  of  draftees,  the  Dept,  of  Defense  and 
other  foreign  policy  makers  can  develop 
new  uses  for  this  tool. 

Jim  Bristol  of  the  American  Friends  Service 
Committee,  testifying  on  behalf  of  FCNL  and 
the  AFSC  before  appropriations  subcommit¬ 
tees  in  both  Houses,  asked.  What  un¬ 
announced  purposes  could  there  be  for  a 
mobilization  draft  in  the  near  future?  Draf¬ 
tees  are  not  needed  to  defend  our  shores 
against  foreign  aggression.  Our  borders  are 
not  under  direct  attack,  nor  in  this  age  of 
superpowers  and  superweapons  are  they 
likely  to  be.  Nor  will  draftees  be  used  in  the 
defense  of  democracy  and  freedom  in  other 
nations.  According  to  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
publication.  United  States  Military  Posture, 
our  concern  about  other  nations  is  based  on 
our  desire  to  protect  access  to  certain  miner¬ 
al  and  oil  supplies.  In  the  1980s  we  will 
probably  see  ourselves  fighting  to  preserve 
repressive  governments,  in  order  to  maintain 
a  stable  trade  relationship  with  countries  that 
can  supply  our  needs  for  oil  and  "strategic 
minerals." 


The  draft  is  "needed,"  some  proponents 
say,  because  the  all-volunteer  force  is  a  fail¬ 
ure.  But  here  again  we  enter  the  twilight 
zone  of  definitions.  The  recruitment  of 
volunteers  has  been  successful;  all  branches 
of  military  forces  have  met  their  quotas  this 
year.  The  active  duty  forces  now  number 
over  two  million,  with  over  another  million 
enlisted  in  reserve  forces  and  the  National 
Guard.  In  1980,  389,000  people  enlisted  for 
the  first  time  and  71  %  of  those  with  over  four 
years  of  military  service  re-enlisted.  The 
educational  level  of  recruits  is  rising  and 
more  women  are  volunteering.  So  how  will 
the  "need"  for  the  draft  be  justified?  The 
FCNL  looks  for  the  following  signs: 

•  educational  requirements  will  be  raised; 

•  active  recruitment  of  women  will  be 
halted; 

•  a  need  will  be  identified  for  a  greater 
number  of  soldiers  to  support  the  inter¬ 
ventionist  leanings  of  U.S.  foreign 
policy. 

“Need"  (Cont.  on  p.  4) 


Page  2 


FCNL  Washington  Newsletter,  July  1981 


National  Service —  A  National  Disservice 


The  concept  of  "national  service"  is  ani¬ 
mated  by  an  ideal  of  service  by  young  peo¬ 
ple  that  answers  the  social  needs  of  the  na¬ 
tion  and  the  educational  and  training  needs 
of  youth.  Many  supporters  of  national  serv¬ 
ice  expect  that  it  would  be  a  feasible,  if 
partial,  answer  to  problems  of  youth  unem¬ 
ployment  and  alienation.  More  importantly, 
it  is  expected  to  restore  a  sense  of  social 
responsibility  and  duty  among  young  people 
and,  by  extension,  all  citizens. 

These  objectives  for  national  service  have 
become  entangled  with  the  recent  discus¬ 
sion  on  military  manpower  needs  and  con¬ 
scription.  It  is  argued  that  the  "all-volunteer 
force”  has  failed,  quantitatively  and 
qualitatively,  and  that  some  sort  of  draft  is 
necessary.  The  national  service  concept  has 
aroused  the  interest  of  those  who  now  see 
such  a  program  as  a  complement,  and 
perhaps  an  alternative,  to  the  draft. 
However,  under  current  economic  and  poli¬ 
tical  conditions,  any  proposal  for  national 
service  seeking  serious  consideration  must 
also  be  certain  to  provide  the  military  with 
the  troops  that  it  claims  to  need.  In  practice 
this  means  that  "national  service"  would  be 
military  conscription,  with  a  provision  for 
civilian  service  by  any  draftees  not  "re¬ 
quired"  by  the  military. 

Two  important  distinctions  among  nation¬ 
al  service  proposals  are  their  size  and  degree 
of  compulsion.  Taking  the  poles  of  these  dis¬ 
tinctions  together  produces  four  alternative 
types  of  national  service  programs:  limited 
(or  selective)  &  voluntary,  limited  & 
compulsory,  universal  &  voluntary,  and  uni¬ 
versal  &  compulsory.  We  will  briefly  consid¬ 
er  existing  and  proposed  versions  of  each 
type. 

•  The  current  system,  consisting  of  all¬ 
volunteer  military  forces  with  voluntary  ci¬ 
vilian  service  (VISTA)  and  jobs  programs,  is 
in  effect  a  limited,  voluntary  national  service 
program. 

•  Conscription,  in  its  most  recent  form, 
has  included  alternative  service  for  consci¬ 
entious  objectors,  and  is  equivalent  to  a 
limited,  compulsory  national  service  plan. 
In  current  conscription  proposals,  this  plan 
would  be  expanded  to  make  all  eighteen- 
year-olds,  male  and  female,  liable  for  mili¬ 
tary  service. 

•  Some  critics  of  the  all-volunteer  force 
have  adopted  some  arguments  for  national 
service,  and  produced  plans  for  mandatory 
service  by  all  young  people,  usually  eight¬ 
een-year-olds,  either  in  the  military  or  in 
civilian  projects.  These  proposals  would 
establish  universal,  compulsory  national 
service. 


•  Some  opponents  of  the  draft  have,  on  the 
other  hand,  offered  up  proposals  for  large- 
scale,  nearly  universal,  voluntary  service 
which  they  claim  would  create  a  climate  of 
service  that  would  solve  the  alleged  military 
manpower  problems  without  conscription. 

A  universal,  compulsory  national  service 
plan,  demanding  either  military  or  civilian 
service  by  all  young  people,  has  been  criti¬ 
cized  on  a  number  of  grounds.  Several  of 
these  center  around  the  fact  that  it  would  be 
coercive,  and  therefore  objectionable  on 
general  philosophic  grounds  as  an  abridge¬ 
ment  of  a  citizen's  liberty. 

Compulsory  national  service  is  objection¬ 
able  on  legal  grounds  because  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  narrowly  limits  federal  demands  on 
citizens  for  "involuntary  servitude."  Con¬ 
scription  and  alternative  service  have  been 
allowed,  even  in  peacetime,  but  have  re¬ 
quired  strong  justification  on  the  basis  of  the 
government's  war  powers.  Compulsory  uni¬ 
versal  service  would  require  "servitude"  on 
an  unprecedented  scale,  since  approximate¬ 
ly  four  million  Americans  turn  eighteen 
annually.  In  addition,  the  civilian  service 
program  would  have  to  be  much  larger  than 
the  military  component.  Since  previous  al¬ 
lowances  of  peacetime  conscription  de¬ 
pended  upon  a  clearly  understood  or  ex¬ 
pected  military  danger,  "war  powers"  justi¬ 
fications  of  such  a  large  civilian  program 
would  be  difficult  to  sustain. 

The  scope  of  a  compulsory  national  serv¬ 
ice  program  presents  other  difficulties.  The 


FCNL  has  been  following  with  keen  in¬ 
terest  the  case  of  Goldberg  v.  Rostker,  in 
which  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed  (6-3)  the 
constitutionality  of  the  all-male  draft  reg¬ 
istration  program.  In  his  rather  loosely  struc¬ 
tured  majority  opinion,  justice  Rehnquist 
affirmed  the  "great  deference"  that  is  due  to 
Congress  in  its  exercise  of  its  legislative  role. 
Even  greater  deference  is  appropriate,  Rehn¬ 
quist  stated,  when  Congress  has  specifically 
considered  the  constitutionality  of  a  piece  of 
legislation,  and  when  it  is  acting  in  the  area 
of  national  security  and  military  affairs. 

After  reviewing  Congressional  testimony 
and  floor  debates,  the  Court  concluded  that 
the  male-only  draft  program  was  "substan¬ 
tially  related  to  an  important  government 
objective"  and  was  therefore  permissible 
under  the  Fifth  Amendment  Due  Process 
Clause.  The  Court  noted  that  Congress 
linked  registration  very  closely,  not  just  to 


Resources 

Draft  Action — a  new  publication  by  a 
small  editorial  group  including  FCNL 
staff,  a  bi-monthly  report  on  the  latest 
developments  in  legislation  and  litiga¬ 
tion.  Request  your  copy  from  Draft 
Action,  #534  Washington  Bldg., 
1435  G  St.,  NW,  Washington  DC 
20005. 

Handbook  for  Conscientious  Objec¬ 
tors — re-issued  by  the  Central  Com¬ 
mittee  for  Conscientious  Objectors. 
Copies  are  available  for  $3  each  or 
$18  for  ten  from  CCCO,  2208  South 
St.,  Philadelphia,  PA  19146. 

annual  cost  of  finding  suitable  service  em¬ 
ployment  for  four  million  people  could  ex¬ 
ceed  $23  billion,  according  to  a  Congres¬ 
sional  Budget  Office  estimate.  The  adminis¬ 
trative  bureaucracy  required  would  be  large 
and  presumably  powerful.  In  a  time  of  aus¬ 
terity  budgets  and  attempts  to  "get  the  gov¬ 
ernment  off  the  backs  of  the  people,"  such  a 
program  is  most  unwelcome. 

A  more  important  objection  has  been 
raised  against  those  national  service  propos¬ 
als  receiving  the  most  serious  attention, 
those  which  would  supply  the  military  with 
personnel.  Such  proposals  place  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  military  on  a  moral  par  with  ci¬ 
vilian  service,  even  giving  better  benefits 
for  the  former  (the  Gl  Bill).  They  are  often 
backed  by  a  lottery  in  the  event  that  the 
military  lacks  sufficient  volunteers.  This  last 
provision  reveals  the  true  nature  of  this  kind 
of  "national  service":  a  standing  conscrip¬ 
tion  order,  determined  by  the  purported 
needs  of  the  armed  forces. 

Service  (Cont.  on  p.  4) 


war  preparedness,  but  specifically  to  com¬ 
bat  readiness.  Since  women  are  excluded 
from  combat  duty,  the  Court  reasoned.  Con¬ 
gress  was  justified  in  exempting  them  from 
the  registration  requirement. 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  facet  of  this 
case  for  draft  opponents  is  its  collection  of 
Congressional  and  military  statements  about 
the  need  for  draftees  to  go  directly  into  com¬ 
bat.  In  planning  their  1'/2  "limited  nuclear 
wars,"  the  Department  of  Defense  and  Con¬ 
gress  are  anticipating  sudden  massive 
casualties  in  any  European  conflict.  The 
"limited"  nuclear  weapons  now  available 
can  wipe  out  entire  units  with  one  blast.  The 
draftees  are  needed  to  replace  the  troops 
thus  annihilated — new  bodies  to  await  the 
next  blast.  Behind  its  catch-phrases  and 
practiced  obfuscation  of  cold  facts,  the  milit¬ 
ary  is  planning  for — indeed  counting  on — a 
holocaust  for  the  new  draftees. 


Women  Exempted  From  Draft  Registration 
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Alternative  Service  for  Tax  Dollars 


Friends  continue  to  seek  solutions  to  the  conflict  between  “paying 
for  war  and  praying  for  peace."  One  convicted  and  impenitent  tax 
resister,  Paul  Monsky  of  Brandeis  University,  told  supporters  that: 

We  must  remember  that  we  don't  have  any  choice  whether  to  fight 
in  the  next  war,  a  war  that  will  be  fought  at  long  range  with  most  of  the 
victims  noncombatants.  Our  money  more  than  our  bodies  will  fuel 
that  war,  and  if  we  are  to  be  conscientious  objectors,  now  is  the  time  to 
object. 

A  bill  to  establish  a  legal  alternative  to  the  payment  of  war  taxes  — 
the  World  Peace  Tax  Fund  —  has  been  introduced  in  every  Congres¬ 
sional  session  since  1972.  S.  880  has  already  been  introduced  this 
year  by  Sen.  Hatfield  OR,  who  stands  alone,  so  far,  in  the  Senate.  H.R. 
4897  is  expected  to  be  introduced  soon  by  Rep.  Dellums  CA,  with 
about  thirty  co-sponsors.  The  National  Council  for  a  World  Peace  Tax 
Fund  has  identified  92  Representatives  as  potential  new  co-sponsors. 
So  far  this  year,  Les  AuCoin  OR,  Jonathan  Bingham  NY,  George 
Crockett  Ml,  Floyd  Fithian  IN,  and  Gus  Savage  IL  have  indicated  their 
support. 

The  World  Peace  Tax  Fund  bill  would  allow  taxpayers  who  are 
conscientious  objectors  to  divert  their  income,  estate  and  gift  taxes  to 
the  World  Peace  Tax  Fund.  The  following  question  would  appear  on 


all  tax  forms:  “Are  you  conscientiously  opposed  to  participation  in 
war  in  any  form?"  The  instructions  would  include  an  explanation  of 
the  World  Peace  Tax  Fund  and  its  purposes.  Thus,  every  year  every 
taxpayer  would  be  confronted  with  a  conscious  choice  of  whether  or 
not  to  continue  to  pay  for  war. 

The  entire  tax  payment  of  participants  in  the  Fund  would  be 
assigned  to  the  World  Peace  Tax  Fund.  Each  year  the  Comptroller 
General  would  calculate  what  percentage  of  the  past  year's  actual 
appropriations  went  to  "military  purposes."  (That  figure  generally 
parallels  the  FCNL'scalculationsofcurrent  military  appropriations.  In 
1980,  the  FCNL  estimate  was  32.6%.)  That  percentage  of  the  money 
in  the  Fund  would  then  be  appropriated  by  Congress  to  special  peace¬ 
building  programs,  as  recommended  by  the  Fund's  trustees.  The  re¬ 
maining  portion  would  be  returned  to  the  General  Fund  with  the 
proviso  that  it  could  not  be  used  for  any  military  purpose. 

In  a  way,  this  is  a  dreamer's  bill.  Passage  is  not  in  sight  for  several 
years.  But  in  another  way,  the  bill  may  be  the  most  practical,  sensible 
proposal  that  Congress  sees  this  year.  It  poses  a  system  by  which  the 
American  people  can  say,  in  a  vote  that  really  counts,  "I  don't  want  to 
be  part  of  the  next  war." 


Selective  Service  Drafts  New  Regulations 


Moving  far  beyond  its  Congressional  man¬ 
date  to  implement  a  registration  system,  the 
Selective  Service  System  is  continuing  to 
plan  for  a  draft  call-up  (See  FCNL 
Washington  Newsletter,  May  1981).  Draft 
boards  (to  be  renamed  "claims  boards")  are 
being  established  nationwide.  Members  for 
these  boards  are  being  recruited  from  local 
civic  organizations. 

In  December,  Selective  Service  released 
its  "Alternative  Service  Concept  Paper" 
which  described  its  plans  for  a  national  com¬ 
puterized  job  bank  of  alternative  service 
placements  for  conscientious  objectors. 
Selective  Service  has  received  about  sixty 
responses  to  the  paper.  More  than  fifty,  in¬ 
cluding  FCNL's  (G-7),  expressed  grave  reser¬ 
vations  about  the  plan.  Regulations  for  this 
program  and  for  the  next  draft  are  expected 
to  be  published  for  comment  in  the  Federal 
Register  this  summer. 

Selective  Service  is  preparing  a  handbook 
to  explain  classifications  other  than  "1-A" 
(active  military  duty)  and  application  proce¬ 
dures  for  alternate  classifications.  However, 
Selective  Service  says  that  these  handbooks 
will  not  be  made  available  until  the  first 
induction  notices  have  been  sent.  At  that 
time,  they  will  be  distributed  in  batches  to 
34,000  post  offices.  Inductees  and  others  are 
expected  to  pick  one  up  (while  the  supply 
lasts)  during  the  ten  days  between  the  date 
when  the  draft  notice  is  sent  and  the  date 
when  the  inductee  is  required  to  report.  Un¬ 


less  requests  under  the  Freedom  of  Informa¬ 
tion  Act  are  successful,  even  draft  counse¬ 
lors  and  attorneys  will  not  have  an  opportun¬ 
ity  to  study  the  application  forms  and  in¬ 
structions  prior  to  the  first  wave  of  induc¬ 
tions. 


Reagan:  For  or  Against  the  Draft? 

President  Reagan  has  maintained  rela¬ 
tive  silence  on  the  draft  issue,  despite  his 
letter  to  Sen.  Hatfield  last  spring,  in 
which  he  wrote: 

Perhaps  the  most  fundamental  objec¬ 
tion  to  draft  registration  is  moral.  Only  in 
the  most  severe  national  emergency  does 
the  government  have  a  claim  to  the  man¬ 
datory  service  of  its  young  people.  In  any 
other  time,  a  draft  or  draft  registration 
destroys  the  very  values  that  our  society  is 
committed  to  defending. 

Reagan  recently  announced  that  he  is 
appointing  a  study  commission  on  milit¬ 
ary  manpower  to  be  headed  by  Secretary 
Weinberger.  This  commission  is  to  con¬ 
sider  various  ways  to  meet  the  needs  for 
military  personnel  in  peacetime,  includ¬ 
ing  the  possibility  of  a  draft.  The  commis¬ 
sion's  assignment  did  not  appear  to  in¬ 
clude  the  establishment  of  a  credible  def¬ 
inition  for  the  word  "need"  or  a  critical 
appraisal  of  the  desires  of  military  agen¬ 
cies  for  additional  personnel. 


Draft  Legislation  Being  Drafted 

The  House  Armed  Services  Committee 
has  added  language  to  the  Military  Author¬ 
ization  bill  (H.R.  3519)  affecting  draft  reg¬ 
istrants.  The  language  would: 

1)  allow  the  Selective  Service  System  to 
require  Social  Security  numbers  of  all  reg¬ 
istrants; 

2)  allow  the  President  to  require  the  Inter¬ 
nal  Revenue  Service  and  Health  and  Human 
Services  Agency  to  release  identifying  in¬ 
formation  on  potential  registrants,  and; 

3)  require  the  release  of  ali  registrants' 
names  to  military  recruiters.  Selective  Serv¬ 
ice  officials  have  advised  Congress  that  the 
first  two  provisions  of  this  language  are 
essential  to  any  realistic  enforcement  effort. 
The  third  provision  occurs  because  only 
15%  of  registrants  have  been  requesting  re¬ 
cruiting  information — a  great  disappoint¬ 
ment  to  military  recruiters. 

Sen.  Mark  Hatfield  OR  successfully  block¬ 
ed  similar  language  proposed  in  the  Senate 
bill,  threatening  to  hold  up  floor  action  on 
the  entire  bill,  until  the  language  was  re¬ 
moved. 

Several  bills  to  reinstate  the  draft  have 
been  introduced  and  referred  to  the  Senate 
and  House  Armed  Services  Committees. 
They  include  S.  756  by  Sen.  Ernest  F.  Holl- 
ings  SC  and  H.R.  1210  by  Rep.  Charles  Wil¬ 
son  TX  which  would  reinstate  the  President's 
induction  authority.  H.R.  1500  by  Rep.  Son¬ 
ny  Montgomery  MS  would  authorize  the  in¬ 
duction  of  200,000  people  per  year  into  the 
"Individual  Ready  Reserve." 
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Service  (Cont.  from  p.  2) 


A  voluntary  national  service  plan  cannot, 
since  it  is  voluntary,  be  a  conscription  plan. 
However,  it  has  some  of  the  weaknesses  of 
the  compulsory  plan.  It  would  be  expensive 
and  bureaucratically  cumbersome,  in  rough 
proportion  to  its  size.  It  would  displace  older 
workers  and  other  young  workers  not  in 
national  service  with  cheaper,  effectively 
subsidized  labor.  In  addition,  a  large  volun¬ 
tary  civilian  service  program  would,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  compete  with  the  all-volunteer  mili¬ 
tary  force  for  recruits.  The  latter  problem 
makes  this  type  of  plan  politically  unattrac¬ 
tive,  especially  in  light  of  the  current  military 
build-up.  The  most  prominent  proposal  of 
large-scale,  voluntary  national  service,  that 
of  the  Committee  for  the  Study  of  National 
Service,  addresses  this  problem  by  claiming 
that  a  large-scale  program  will  create  a  cli¬ 
mate  of  expectation  for  all  kinds  of  service, 
and  that  more  people  will  volunteer  for  the 
military  as  a  result. 


Friends  would  raise  still  other  questions. 
To  what  extent  does  a  national  service  pro¬ 
posal  expand  the  role  of  the  military?  Do 
those  proposals  which  include  a  military  op¬ 
tion  confuse  positive  service  opportunities 
with  the  destructive  function  of  the  military? 
Is  national  service,  as  it  is  now  being  prop¬ 
osed  in  Congress,  just  a  "sugar-coated"  draft? 


The  only  legislation  for  national  service 
introduced  so  far  in  this  session  of  Congress 
is  H.R.  1730,  the  National  Youth  Service 
Act,  submitted  by  Rep.  Paul  McCloskey  CA. 
This  bill  is  primarily  a  form  of  a  universal, 
compulsory  national  service  plan,  and  has 
most  of  the  defects  of  other  programs  of  its 
type.  It  requires  registration  of  a.11  seventeen- 
year-olds,  who  are  then  required  to  choose 
at  eighteen  between  a  year  of  civilian  serv¬ 
ice,  two  years  of  military  service,  six  years  of 
reserve  duty,  or  a  lottery  to  fill  any  military 
manpower  shortages.  While  this  proposal 
does  not  bring  back  the  draft,  it  does  make 
the  return  of  the  draft  more  palatable  politi¬ 
cally,  and  hence  more  likely. 


THE  FRIENDS  COMMITTEE  ON  NATIONAL 
LEGISLATION  includes  Friends  appointed  by 
24  Friends  Yearly  Meetings  and  by  1 2  other 
Friends'  organizations  in  the  United  States.  Ex¬ 
pressions  of  views  in  the  FCNL  WASHING¬ 
TON  NEWSLETTER  are  guided  by  the  State¬ 
ment  of  Policy,  prepared  and  approved  by  the 
Committee.  Sireking  to  follow  the  leadings  of 
the  Spirit,  the  FCNL  speaks  for  itself  and  for 
like-minded  Friends. 


FCNL  WASHINGTON  NEWSLETTER.  Contri¬ 
butors  to  conscription  section:  Ruth  Flower, 
Beau  Weston.  Other  contributors;  Ed  Snyder, 
Frances  Neely,  Carolyn  Dougherty,  Carl  Sem- 
mler,  Marcia  Harrington,  Steve  Linscheid,  Lin¬ 
da  Coffin.  Subscription  price  $15  per  year. 
Also  available  in  microform  from  LJniversity 
Microfilms  International,  300  North  Zeeb 
Road,  Dept.  P.R.,  Ann  Arbor,  Ml  48106. 


The  McCloskey  bill  will  not  be  the  only 
national  service  proposal  in  Congress  this 
year.  Other  proposals  will  be  unacceptable 
for  the  same  reason — they  will  also  be  con¬ 
scription  bills.  The  government  is  now  mak¬ 
ing  cuts  in  all  social  programs,  which  would 
include  the  civilian  part  of  any  proposed 
national  service  program.  A  national  service 
program  could  only  be  justified  in  the  cur¬ 
rent  political  climate  if  it  claimed  to  be  a 
military  necessity.  To  do  that  successfully 
any  national  service  bill  would  have  to  give 
the  military  the  authority  to  call  up  the 
quantity  and  quality  of  young  people  that  it 
claims  to  need.  The  armed  forces  are  man¬ 
ifestly  troubled,  and  the  view  is  widespread 
that  these  problems  are  due  to  the  "all¬ 
volunteer  force"  policy.  Taken  together  with 
the  repeated  attempts  by  the  military  to  en¬ 
sure  the  failure  of  the  all-volunteer  force,  it 
becomes  clear  that  the  "military  need" 
served  by  national  service  legislation  would 
be  to  restore  the  draft. 


'Need"  (Cont.  from  p.  1) 


Some  legislators  have  pointed  out  that  the 
all-volunteer  force  is  essentially  an  "econom¬ 
ic  draft"  for  the  poor.  They  argue  for  Selec¬ 
tive  Service  instead.  Indeed,  high  unem¬ 
ployment  figures  probably  aid  the  task  of  the 
military  recruiter.  Unemployment  problems 
will  be  further  exacerbated  by  Reagan's 
proposals  to  slice  funding  for  employment 
training  and  placement  in  half.  The  FCNL 
suggests  a  rational  alternative:  funds  for  em¬ 
ployment  training  and  placement  should  be 
increased.  A  reduction  of  the  military  budget 
($226.3  billion  in  FY  82)  by  even  5% 
could  triple  the  size  of  the  job  training  and 
placement  programs  in  the  Reagan  budget. 
Military  spending,  particularly  heavy  invest¬ 
ment  in  weaponry,  is  a  major  contributing 
factor  to  unemployment  and  related  eco¬ 
nomic  imbalances  in  this  country. 


Speculations  vary  on  Capitol  Hill  as  to  the 
imminence  of  a  peacetime  draft.  At  this 
point.  Congress  seems  to  assume  that  a 
peacetime  draft  is  inevitable.  The  only  ques¬ 
tion  asked  is  "when?". 


Congress  needs  to  hear  new  questions 
from  its  constituents.  We  challenge  the  idea 
that  increased  military  spending  enhances 
rather  than  threatens  our  national  security. 
We  ask  why  increasing  levels  of  military  per¬ 
sonnel  are  "needed"  when  the  country  faces 
no  national  or  international  emergencies, 
and  why  our  government  is  considering  re¬ 
quiring  the  ultimate  tax  of  military  service 
from  selected  young  individuals. 


AVAILABLE  from  FCNL* 


Peace  &  Disarmament: 

G-1  Bankruptcy:  Cost  of  the  World's 
Arms  Race 

G-2  Your  1980  Federal  Income  Taxes 
Help  Pay  for  War 

G-1 2  World  Peace  Tax  Fund  Seminar/ 
Visitation 

G-1 9  Toward  a  Quaker  Peace  Program 
for  the  1 980s 
G-24  "ACDA"  or  "ACA"? 

G-25  Your  Taxes:  for  War  or  Human 
Needs? 

G-27  National  Peace  Academy 
T-1  U.S.  Government  &  El  Salvador 
(House  For.  Aff.) 

Middle  East: 

G-1 1  Aid  &  Military  Requests  for  the 
Middle  East 

G-1 7  Middle  East  Action  Alert 
T-2  Foreign  Aid  to  Middle  East  (House 
For.  Aff./Sen.  for  Rel.),  also  T-4 
T-7  Foreign  Aid  to  Middle  East  (Sen./ 
House  Approp.),  also  T-8 

Conscription: 

G-7  Response  to  Alternative  Service 
Concept 

G-8  97th  Congress  Looks  at  the  Draft 
G-1 8  What  Will  C.O.'s  Do  If  the  Draft  Is 
Reinstated? 

G-29  Court  Speaks  on  Women  and  the 
Draft 

T-6  Selective  Service  (House/Sen. 
Approp.),  also  T-9 

Budget: 

G-4  Budget  Action  Alert 

T-3  Reagan  Budget  (House  Budget) 

Native  Americans: 

C-5  Orme  Dam  Fact  Sheet 
G-10  Reagan's  Budget:  Impact  on  Indian 
People 

G-22  Native  America  vs.  the  MX  Missile 

Other: 

G-3  Foodnote 

G-6  Common  Heritage  Treaty  Action 
Alert 

G-1 5  Bills  Before  Congress/part  1 
G-1 6  Bills  Before  Congress/part  2 
G-2 1  Dealth  Penalty  Legislation  Analysis 
T-5  Death  Penalty  (Sen.  Judiciary) 

G-9  Handgun  Control  Action  Alert 
G-23  Handgun  Control  Fact  Sheet 


•G  =  Background  Paper 
T  =  Testimony  (committee  in  parenthesis) 
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A  Timid  Congress.  Write  FCNL  for  a  report 
on  how  your  Representative  and  Senators  re¬ 
acted  to  the  Israeli  attack  on  the  Iraqi 
nuclear  installation.  Most  refused  to  re¬ 
act  at  all. 

Committee  hearings  were  an  exercise  in  ob¬ 
fuscation.  Under  the  law,  the  President 
or  Congress  can  cut  off  arms  shipments  to 
any  country  that  uses  U. S.  weapons  for  ag¬ 
gressive  purposes.  Discussion  of  Israel's 
use  of  U. S.  planes  focused  on  definitions 
of  "legitimate"  self-defense,  the  inten¬ 
tions  of  the  Iraqis  and  the  adequacy  of  in¬ 
ternational  inspection  procedures  for  nu¬ 
clear  facilities.  Iraq  seemed  on  trial,  as 
much  as,  if  not  more  than,  Israel.  (FCNL 
letter  to  committees  available  on  request) 

Israel  is  expected  to  receive  a  few  slaps 
on  the  wrist,  but  U.S. -Israeli  military 
bonds  will  not  be  broken. 

According  to  Sen.  Hatfield,  Chm,  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Cmte:  Theve  is  an  enormous 
and  dangerous  ar^roganoe  which  surrounds  the 
unilateral  Israeli  decision. . .an  arrogance 
which  has  resulted  in  one  of  the  most  pro¬ 
vocative  j  ill-timed^  and  internationally 
illegal  actions  taken  in  that  nation’s  his¬ 
tory.... The  Begin  government  appar^ently  be¬ 
lieves  that  Israel. .  .has  the  inherent  right 
to  breach  U.S.  laws.... Nor  is  this  the 
first  time. .. .Hundreds  of  lebanese  civili¬ 
ans  have  died  and  hundreds  of  thousands 
have  been  made  homeless  in  recent  yearns  by 
Israeli  use  of  American  fighters  to  attack 
civilian  population  centers  in  southern 
Lebanon  suspected  of  harboring  Palestinian 
terrorists . . . . 

"This  arrogant  abuse  of  U. S. -supplied  armed 
might  by  Israel. . .represents  a  clear  and 
premeditated  violation  of  U.S.  and  inter¬ 
national  law  which  simply  cannot  be  ignored 
by  this  country  without  fundamentally  dam¬ 
aging  the  integrity  of  our  laws  and  the 
prospects  for  peace  in  the  Middle  East. 

Quicksands.  This  month  your  Representative 
and  Senators  will  be  asked  to  send  a 
"stripped-down"  U.S.  battalion  to  help  po¬ 
lice  the  Egyptian-Israeli  border  after  Is¬ 
rael  withdraws  from  the  Sinai  in  1982.  Two 
additional  battalions  will  be  supplied  by 
other,  as  yet  unnamed  countries. 


In  addition  to  the  battalion,  the  U.S.  will 
provide  a  logistics  unit  and  JO  civilian 
observers,  or  about  1/3  of  the  total  force. 
Egypt,  Israel,  and  the  U.S.  will  share  ex¬ 
penses,  with  the  U.S.  committed  to  picking 
up  the  largest  share  of  the  $200  million 
start-up  cost. 

Ask  your  Representative  and  Senators  to  re¬ 
ject  this  dangerous,  open-ended  commitment. 
No  large  international  force  is  needed  on  a 
peaceful  border,  such  as  that  between  Egypt 
and  Israel.  No  U. S. -sponsored  force  is 
needed  in  the  Middle  East.  Instead  there 
should  be  UN  peacekeeping  units  on  all  Is¬ 
raeli  borders  and  negotiation  for  a  com¬ 
prehensive  peace. 


Voting  Rights  Act.  The  Voting  Rights  Act 
of  1965  comes  due  for  its  third  renewal 
next  year,  and  civil  rights  groups  have  al¬ 
ready  sprung  to  action.  The  legislation, 
a  response  to  the  violent  reaction  of  the 
South  in  the  voter  registration  drives  of 
the  mid-sixties,  is  largely  credited  for 
the  increased  participation  of  blacks  in 
elections.  Figures  from  six  Southern 
states  (AL,  GA,  LA,  MS,  SC,  VA)  reveal  that 
the  number  of  eligible  blacks  actually  reg¬ 
istered  to  vote  has  risen  dramatically  from 
32^  in  196U  to  61%  in  1976. 

The  most  controversial  aspect  of  present 
law  is  its  requirement  that  states  wi th  h 
history  of  voter  discrimination  "pre-dear" 
all  proposed  changes  in  voting  laws  with 
the  Justice  Department.  The  major  bills 
vying  for  House  support  are  H.R.  3112,  in¬ 
troduced  by  Rep.  Rodino,  which  extends 
present  law  another  ten  years,  and  H.R. 
39^8,  introduced  by  Rep.  Hyde,  which  ex¬ 
empts  areas  from  pre-clearance  if  no  poll 
taxes,  literacy  tests,  or  other  devices 
have  been  used  in  ten  years. 

Military  &  Foreign  Aid.  A  number  of  impor¬ 
tant  bills  are  coming  to  the  floor  in  both 
houses  this  month.  H.R.  3566  and  S.  II96, 
the  foreign  aid  authorization  bills,  pro¬ 
pose  expenditures  of  $2.2+  billion  for  eco¬ 
nomic  support  funds,  and  $i|  billion  for 
military  sales  and  training.  FCNL's  April 
budget  newsletter  and  subsequent  "Update/ 
Action"  pages  will  tell  you  the  whole 
story.  H.R.  3519,  the  $136.1+  billion  de¬ 
fense  authorization  bill  may  be  on  the 
House  floor  when  you  read  this.  Check  with 
your  Representative.  If  it  is,  urge  him  or 
her  to  support  Rep.  Dellums'  amendment  to 
remove  $2.1+  billion  in  MX  funding. 
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RostOW  Head  of  ACDA.  On  June  26,  by  a 
voice  vote,  the  Senate  confirmed  Eugene 
Rostov,  of  Yale  Lav  School,  as  Director  of 
the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency. 
Rostov  is  an  officer  in  the  Committee  for 
the  Present  Danger. 

During  his  June  23  confirmation  hearing, 
Rostov  indicated  the  Reagan  administration 
intended  to  abide  by  SALT  I  and  II  limits 
as  long  as  the  Soviet  Union  does  so.  He 
suggested  the  Administration  may  ask  the 
Senate  to  approve  the  Threshold  Test  Ban 
Treaty  (above  I50  kilotons)  signed  by  Nixon 
in  197^  and  the  Treaty  permitting  certain 
Peaceful  Nuclear  Explosions  signed  by  Ford 
in  1976.  Senators  had  shelved  both,  hoping 
for  a  comprehensive  test  ban  treaty  instead. 

Rostov  also  indicated  that  any  arms  con¬ 
trol  could  come  only  after  a  U. S.  military 
buildup,  that  SALT  negotiations  probably 
vouldn't  start  for  another  nine  months, 
that  the  only  arms  control  agreement  he 
could  commend  is  the  I817  Rush-Bagot  Treaty 
betveen  the  U. S.  and  Britain  regarding  the 
U. S. -Canadian  border,  that  he  favored  U. S. 
arms  to  China  and  admires  John  Foster 
Dulles'  diplomacy. 


Draft  Rules  Revealed.  The  National  inter- 
religious  Service  Board  for  Conscientious 
Objectors  (NISCBCO)  has  been  able  to  obtain 
a  copy  of  the  Selective  Service's  "Classi¬ 
fication  Information  Booklet"  through  a 
Freedom  of  Information  Act  request.  (See 
Selective  Service  story,  p.  3)  Contribu¬ 
tors  may  request  copies  from  FCNL  for  $2. 


Indian  Employment.  The  Senate  Indian  Af¬ 
fairs  Cmte.  added  a  $50  million  "CETA  sub¬ 
stitute"  grant  program  to  a  bill  (S.IO88) 
authorizing  funding  for  the  Administration 
for  Native  Americans.  An  estimated  10,000 
Indians  face  unemployment  due  to  the  elim¬ 
ination  of  CETA  public  service  employment 
in  the  FY82  budget.  Indian  reservations 
have  little  or  no  private  sector  employment 
to  fill  the  gap,  so  many  of  the  jobless 
vould  be  forced  to  receive  velfare  assis¬ 
tance.  The  grant  program  alternative  aims 
at  strengthening  tribal  government,  pro¬ 
viding  employment,  and  enhancing  economic 
development.  Reagan  Administration  offi¬ 
cials,  opposing  the  special  provision,  said 
it  "does  not  fit  into  the  larger  economic 
program  vhich  the  President  has  outlined," 
and  that  sacrifices  are  required  "from 
every  segment  of  the  American  public." 


Neutron  Bomb.  The  House  voted  dovn,  88-293, 
a  Weiss  NY  amendment  to  prohibit  research, 
development  or  production  of  enhanced  radi¬ 
ation  veapons.  The  vote  came  June  11  dur¬ 
ing  approval  of  the  $5.06  billion  authori¬ 
zation  bill  for  Department  of  Energy 
national  security  programs  in  H.R.  3^13. 

The  Mystery  Budget.  At  this  vriting,  the 
details  of  the  Reagan  budget,  vhich  passed 
in  both  Houses  late  last  veek,  are  still 
unknovn.  For  a  recap  of  the  process  and 
details  on  the  cuts  adopted  by  Senate  and 
House  committees  (before  the  Reagan  under¬ 
cut),  request  G-30  from  FCNL. 
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